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Ringle v. Bruton, 86 P.3d 1032 (2004)1 
 
CONTRACTS 
 
Summary: 
 
Ringle was the owner of the Stagecoach Casino and Hotel in Beatty, Nevada and 
hired Bruton in June 1992 to work as the general manager of the facility.  Bruton agreed 
to a two-year contract with an annual gross salary of $44,990 as well as $1,800 in 
monthly bonuses provided certain goals were reached. 
Bruton was employed at the Stagecoach for four years.  After two years, the 
parties did not execute a new contract, nor did they renew the old contract.  After the 
contract expired in 1994, Ringle provided Bruton with a company car as well as periodic 
raises for which Bruton did not negotiate. 
In June 1996, four years after the original contract was executed, the parties 
argued and Bruton’s employment ended.  The parties dispute whether Bruton was fired or 
left of his own volition.  In March 1997, Bruton sued Ringle alleging several contract and 
tort claims.  Ringle moved for summary judgment, asserting that Bruton had no contract 
claims because after the contract expired in June 1994 Bruton became an at-will 
employee.  The district court denied summary judgment, finding that material issues of 
fact remained. 
 
Issue and Disposition: 
 
Issue 
 
Does an employee who continues to work after the completion of a contract become an 
at-will employee? 
 
Disposition 
 
No.  When an employee continues to work after the contract expires, it is presumed that 
all the terms of the employment contract continue to govern the conduct of the employer 
and the employee until the parties properly amend or terminate the contract or until the 
employee ceases working for the employer.  However, the contract duration does not 
renew. 
 
Commentary: 
 
State of the Law Before Ringle v. Bruton 
 
 This case is an issue of first impression for Nevada.  Prior to this case, the law in 
Nevada was that at-will employment is presumed in the absence of a written employment 
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contract.2  While this is still the law, previous decisions did not address what occurs if the 
parties previously had a written contract which expired. 
 
Survey of Law in Other Jurisdictions 
 
The holding in this case largely reflects the state of the law in other jurisdictions.3  
Other states have held that when an employment contract for a definite term expires and 
the employee, without explicitly entering into a new agreement, continues to render the 
same services rendered during the term of the contract, it may be presumed that the 
employee is serving under a new contract having the same terms and conditions as the 
original one.4  This presumption may be rebutted by evidence that the contract terms 
were changed or that the parties understood that the terms of the old contract were not to 
apply to the continued service.5  A change in the amount of the employee's compensation 
does not show that the continuation of the employment was pursuant to a new 
agreement.6 
 
Effect on Current Law 
 
 Because this is a case of first impression, the effect on Nevada law of this case is 
simply to bring the law into conformity with the majority of other states.  However, the 
court does leave the question unanswered as to how much evidence is necessary to rebut 
the presumption that the employee is serving under the same terms as the original 
contract.  It is unclear what would have been required of Ringle had he wished to 
continue employing Bruton but did not wish to continue the terms of the previous 
contract.  The court does not explain what type of employee Bruton became after the 
contract expired.  Ringle asserts that Bruton was an at-will employee and therefore had 
no contract claims.  The court did not say that that Bruton became an at-will employee; 
however, it did note that the contract’s duration does not presumptively renew if the 
employee continues working.  If Bruton was an employee under a contract with no 
definite duration, it would seem that he is still an at-will employee.  Given this, it is 
unclear what protections must be extended by employers such as Ringle to employees 
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who continue to work after the expiration of their contract.  The likely effect of this case 
is to encourage employers to discuss terms of employment with employees following the 
expiration of a contract, in order to avoid being bound by contract terms that they did not 
intend. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
 Employees who continue to work for an employer after their contract has expired 
are presumed to be working for the same terms as in the previous written contract.  The 
duration of the contract, however, does not renew.  This presumption is rebuttable by a 
showing that the parties intended to change the terms of the employment after the 
expiration of the contract or did not intend to continue under the previous terms. 
